There is another side to Sumner and colleagues' evidence on the exaggeration of results in health related science news and academic press releases: the silence surrounding contradictory evidence.
1 A notable case is that of mindfulness meditation. A practice that a few decades ago was hippie is now hip-it has made its way into the NHS, schools, and parliament, and a multitude of scientists are churning out new studies on its health merits.
The positive reports of mindfulness are given wide coverage, but this can't be said for the published contradictory evidence. As an example, where is the academic press release or science news for the most recent-and most rigorous-clinical trial on the effects of mindfulness based cognitive therapy for recurrent depression funded by the Wellcome Trust?
2 Does the silence correlate with the undermining of the technique's benefits? The debate that would have followed its public dissemination is yet to happen, and in the meantime mindfulness keeps its priority status for the treatment of recurrent depression by the National Institute for Health and Care Excellence. Goldacre argues that biases in the reporting of science news are not a peripheral matter and suggests ways to make people accountable for how they write about health related research. 4 But how can we deal with the heavy mindful silence surrounding null or negative published results in health research?
